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Abstract
The highly rural region of Appalachia faces considerable socioeconomic disadvantage and
health disparities that are recognized risk factors for intimate partner violence (IPV). The
objective of this study was to estimate the rate of IPV-related hospitalizations in Appalachia
and the non-Appalachian United States for 2007–2011 and compare hospitalizations in
each region by clinical and sociodemographic factors. Data on IPV-related hospitalizations
were extracted from the State Inpatient Databases, which are part of the Healthcare Cost
and Utilization Project. Hospitalization day, year, in-hospital mortality, length of stay, aver-
age and total hospital charges, sex, age, payer, urban-rural location, income, diagnoses
and procedures were compared between Appalachian and non-Appalachian counties. Pois-
son regression models were constructed to test differences in the rate of IPV-related hospi-
talizations between both regions. From 2007–2011, there were 7,385 hospitalizations
related to IPV, with one-third (2,645) occurring in Appalachia. After adjusting for age and
rurality, Appalachian counties had a 22% higher hospitalization rate than non-Appalachian
counties (ARR = 1.22, 95% CI: 1.14–1.31). Appalachian residents may be at increased risk
for IPV and associated conditions. Exploring disparities in healthcare utilization and costs
associated with IPV in Appalachia is critical for the development of programs to effectively
target the needs of this population.
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Introduction
Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a public health problem that involves victimization by a cur-
rent or former spouse or partner through the use of physical and/or sexual violence, psycho-
logical harm, and in some cases, stalking [1]. Recent estimates demonstrate that approximately
37% of women and 31% of men in the United States (US) have reported experiences of IPV in
their lifetime [2]. Although studies have revealed similar population rates of IPV between rural
and non-rural locales [3],[4],[5], rural IPV is perpetrated at a higher frequency within relation-
ships and with greater severity [6]. In rural areas, perpetrators of IPV are more likely to use
weapons [7] and intimate partner homicide rates are significantly higher compared to those in
urban and suburban locales [8]. Furthermore, those experiencing IPV in rural areas access
medical systems and utilize formal and informal resources less frequently [9],[10]. Social and
geographic isolation, increased travel times to receive shelter and treatment, and the presence
of fewer social and medical support systems create significant challenges to the provision of
adequate services for rural individuals exposed to IPV [5],[6],[11].
The culturally and geographically defined Appalachian region has one of the largest rural
populations in the US (42% rural compared to 20% of US). Appalachia encompasses an area of
about 205,000 square miles stretching along the spine of the Appalachian mountain range
from southern New York to northern Mississippi [12]. Appalachian communities experience
higher levels of economic distress characterized by lower income and educational attainment
compared to those living in the non-Appalachian US [13]. Further, Appalachians have poorer
health status, including higher rates of morbidity and mortality from chronic diseases, com-
pared to individuals residing outside of the area [14],[15],[16]. The region also faces significant
disparities related to mental health disorders and substance use [17] and higher death rates
from prescription drug abuse [18] and motor vehicle crashes [19]. While these disparities are
pronounced when compared to the rest of the US, there is substantial variation throughout
Appalachia with central Appalachia continuing to face significant disparities compared to
northern and southern Appalachia [14]. Appalachia also has a history of an extreme shortage
of health care providers and appropriate health services [13],[20]. Therefore, examining social
and contextual factors associated with health behaviors and outcomes among Appalachian
populations, in specific, versus those with rural populations in general, is critical for the devel-
opment of a comprehensive picture of localized Appalachian health disparities to guide the
design and implementation of future interventions to reduce IPV.
Unfortunately, limited information is available regarding the extent and nature of IPV in
Appalachia that is separate from what has been published about IPV in other rural regions. A
recent population-based study of the prevalence of rural IPV conducted in 16 states found no
significant difference in 12-month or lifetime IPV prevalence between those living in rural ver-
sus non-rural areas of the US, but only two of the included states have counties that lie within
the Appalachian region [3]. Further investigation is warranted, as Appalachian populations—
and in particular those residing in rural areas of Appalachia—may face double or triple disad-
vantage due to the intersection of geographical, sociocultural, and economic conditions unique
to the region. These compounding levels of risk, coupled with the presence of fewer health
resources [3],[4],[5], may leave this population inherently vulnerable to the acute and long-
term physical and mental health consequences of IPV.
IPV-specific information is often captured from community, criminal justice, shelter, and
healthcare settings. Although data from community samples allow for epidemiological study
of the prevalence and incidence of various forms of IPV among the general US population or
within specific communities, estimates are typically provided for single sites or at state or
national levels. Data collected from criminal justice surveillance and shelter settings may
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include cases of IPV that involve law enforcement or criminal acts (eg, intimate partner homi-
cide, use of weapons) and among populations who have left abusive or unsafe situations,
respectively, but may not be generalizable to other situations involving IPV. Furthermore,
these sources lack reliable data on the health impacts associated with IPV. Individuals exposed
to IPV generally have more frequent contact with the healthcare system and higher costs for
medical and mental health services than those who have not experienced IPV [21–24]. In fact,
abused women are seen in the healthcare setting more often than in shelters or within the
criminal justice system, making hospitalization records and surveillance data from health sys-
tems an important source of information on IPV.
Data on IPV-related hospitalizations, specifically, can provide a better picture of the demo-
graphics, injuries, comorbid conditions, and costs for individuals who have experienced the
most serious forms of IPV [25],[26]. Only a few studies have examined characteristics associ-
ated with IPV-related hospitalizations, possibly due to limitations of available data, including
incomplete medical record data, misclassification of IPV as other forms of trauma or accidents
(possibly as a result of patients not disclosing abuse), and underuse of IPV-specific billing
codes, which may result in insufficient sample sizes that preclude generation of reliable esti-
mates of hospitalizations involving IPV. Rudman and Davey [27] utilized 1994 Healthcare
Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP) data to examine the incidence of hospitalizations related
to IPV for the entire US and reported that non-white and younger individuals were more likely
to be hospitalized for IPV and have primary diagnoses related to acute injuries from violence,
chronic disease, and mental health issues. Kernic and colleagues found that women who expe-
rienced IPV had an increased relative risk of hospitalization for assault, mental health issues,
digestive system diseases, injuries and poisonings, and suicide attempts [28]. Statewide surveil-
lance of inpatient discharge data and single site medical record reviews have also contributed
to our knowledge surrounding inpatient healthcare utilization patterns associated with IPV
[29],[30]. One study of two Level I trauma centers in Kalamazoo County Michigan found IPV-
exposed individuals were ten times more likely to be hospitalized for injuries compared to
national age-matched controls, and over half of the cases involved drugs and alcohol [29].
Although these few studies have enhanced our understanding of IPV-related hospitaliza-
tions, very little is known about inpatient care provided to individuals exposed to IPV residing
in rural areas and no information is currently available regarding healthcare utilization and
costs associated with IPV in the highly rural Appalachian region, despite the presence of multi-
ple vulnerabilities that increase the risk for experiencing severe forms of IPV and associated
health consequences [5]. Current research in this area involves sample sizes too small to make
inferences about the Appalachian region as a whole or utilizes state or national level data that
precludes county-level analyses required for examining the entirety of Appalachia. Data from
the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project, managed by the Agency for Healthcare Research
and Quality, provide an opportunity to examine county-level hospitalization events, and pat-
terns of healthcare utilization and costs in Appalachia. The objective of this study was to com-
pare county-level population rates of IPV-related hospitalizations across Appalachia and non-
Appalachian US counties, and to differentiate sociodemographic and clinical characteristics of
the hospitalizations between the geographic areas.
Methods
This study uses 2007–2011 data from the State Inpatient Databases, which are part of Health-
care Cost and Utilization Project. The Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project is a federal-
state-industry partnership sponsored by the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality that
compiles and provides health data for healthcare policy and outcomes research [31]. The State
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PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184222 September 8, 2017 3 / 17
Inpatient Databases’ files contain all inpatient records from community hospitals in each par-
ticipating state. Collectively, these files contain clinical and non-clinical data on approximately
97% of all hospital discharges in the US. These data are standardized to permit multi-state and
geographical comparisons [32]. IPV-related hospitalizations in Appalachian and Non-Appala-
chian counties were identified and extracted from the 2007–2011 intramural State Inpatient
Databases’ files maintained by the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality according to
the methods detailed below. We received approval from the West Virginia University Institu-
tional Review Board to carry out this study.
Measures
Intimate partner violence hospitalizations. Our selection of codes to denote IPV-related
hospitalizations within the State Inpatient Databases was guided by previous research on this
topic [30],[33]. Specifically, we utilized the International Classification of Diseases, Ninth Revi-
sion, Clinical Modification (ICD-9-CM) codes for the following diagnoses: abuse by spouse/
partner; adult maltreatment, unspecified; adult physical abuse; adult emotional/psychological
abuse; adult sexual abuse; adult neglect–nutritional; other adult abuse and neglect; observation
for abuse and neglect (S1 Table). A hospitalization was considered to be IPV-related if any of
these codes were listed as a primary or secondary diagnosis. Primary diagnoses are those that
are deemed chiefly responsible for the patient’s hospital admission while secondary diagnoses
are all conditions that co-exist at the time of admission. Some records may have included
codes used for other types of maltreatment or abuse that might not be considered IPV (eg,
elder abuse, sexual assault outside of an intimate relationship). However, although research
has demonstrated that codes specifying the perpetrator of abuse (eg, 9673 –abuse by spouse/
partner) yield a high positive predictive value in terms of identifying true cases of IPV, they are
used infrequently [30]. This presents a challenge of needing to balance increasing sensitivity at
the expense of including false positives. Schafer et al found value in utilizing a “provisional” set
of codes that are not directly indicative of IPV but indeed may be used in cases where IPV is
present. While they span a broader definition than what is typically used to describe instances
of IPV, they have been shown to have positive predictive values ranging from 40–97.6%. Thus,
we opted to maximize the sensitivity of identifying IPV-related hospitalizations, recognizing
that this may increase the possibility of capturing hospitalizations that might not be related to
IPV.
Classification of Appalachian and non-Appalachian counties. The Appalachian
Regional Commission is a federal, state, and local government partnership that was established
by an act of Congress in 1965. In addition to promoting regional economic development, the
Appalachian Regional Commission creates maps and conducts research on factors that affect
economic development in the Appalachian region and provides a listing of Federal Informa-
tion Processing Standard codes—five digit codes that uniquely identify counties and county
equivalents in the US—to designate Appalachian counties [34]. There are 420 counties and
eight independent cities that are considered “Appalachian” according to the Commission’s
definition. Alabama does not contribute data to the State Inpatient Databases, therefore the 37
Appalachian counties in Alabama (approximately 9% of Appalachia as defined by the Com-
mission) were excluded from the analysis, and thus the remaining 391 Federal Information
Processing Standard codes were used to identify Appalachian Counties in the State Inpatient
Databases. Data restrictions set forth by the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality pre-
cluded our ability to compare Appalachian counties with all remaining (non-Appalachian)
counties in the US, therefore we used simple random sampling to select 391 non-Appalachian
counties as a comparison group. North Dakota’s 53 counties were excluded from the random
Intimate partner violence hospitalizations in Appalachia
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sampling procedure because data from North Dakota were not available during two years of
the five year study period.
Sociodemographic characteristics. We examined the following sociodemographic vari-
ables: age, sex, race, urban/rural location of patient residence, community income and primary
payer. Patient age was measured in years. Sex was coded as male or female. Racial categories in
the State Inpatient Databases include White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, Native
American, and Other. Due to small sample sizes, we grouped Asian/Pacific Islander and Native
American into the Other category. Patient residence was measured using the 2006 six-category
urban-rural classification scheme for US counties developed by the National Center for Health
Statistics. Large central metropolitan areas are “central” counties of metropolitan areas with1
million population; large fringe metro areas are “fringe” counties of metro areas with1 million
population; medium metro areas are counties in metropolitan areas with 250,000 to 999,999 pop-
ulation; small metro areas are counties in metropolitan areas of 50,000 to 249,999 population;
micropolitan areas are non-metropolitan counties with10,000 population but less than 49,999;
non-core areas are non-metropolitan and non-micropolitan counties. Community income was
measured using the estimated median household income quartile for the patient’s zip code (1st
quartile = $38,999; 2nd quartile = $39,000-$47,999; 3rd quartile $48,000-$63,999; 4th quartile
 $64,000). The expected primary payers included the following categories: Medicare, Medicaid,
private insurance, and Other (includes Worker’s Compensation, Civilian Health and Medical
Program of the Uniformed Services [CHAMPUS], Civilian Health and Medical Program of the
Department of Veterans Affairs [CHAMPVA], Title V, and other government programs).
Hospitalization characteristics. Variables related to hospital stay included admission day
(weekday vs. weekend), year of hospitalization (calendar year), average length of hospital stay
(days), in-hospital mortality (yes vs. no), hospital charges, comorbid diagnoses and procedures.
Hospital charges (per hospitalization average and total) were measured in US dollars and rep-
resent the amount the hospital charged for the entire hospital stay, not including professional
(physician) fees. The most commonly diagnosed conditions listed and procedures performed
during the hospital stay were examined using the Agency for Healthcare Research and Qual-
ity’s Clinical Classification Software [35], which clusters thousands of ICD-9-CM diagnosis
and procedures codes into a smaller number of meaningful categories.
Statistical analysis. Contingency table analyses were used to denote differences between
Appalachian and non-Appalachian counties for the following variables: sex, race, urban/rural
location of patient residence, community income, primary payer, admission day, year of hos-
pitalization, in-hospital mortality, and discharge diagnoses and procedures performed during
hospitalization. Differences in the average age, length of hospital stay, and hospital charge
between Appalachian and non-Appalachian counties were tested using the t-test. To calculate
IPV-related hospitalization rates, population counts by county and age group (<18, 18–34,
35–64, 65+) for the years 2007–2011 were extracted for all US counties from the US Census
[36], excluding Alabama and North Dakota counties. From this final census file, we extracted
the 391 non-Appalachian counties identified in our random sampling procedure to compare
with data from the 391 Appalachian counties (excluding counties in Alabama and North
Dakota). To control for the rurality of a county, 2013 Urban Influence Codes were recoded
with codes 3 indicating nonmetropolitan (“rural”) counties and codes less than 3 indicating
metropolitan (“urban”) counties. Poisson regression models were constructed to test differ-
ences in the rate of IPV-related hospitalizations between Appalachian and non-Appalachian
counties. Negative binominal models were constructed if there was evidence of overdispersion
or if the Lagrange multiplier test indicated that the negative binomial model was a better fit. A
two-tailed alpha of 0.05 was selected as the threshold of statistical significance. All analyses
were conducted using SAS 9.4 (SAS Institute).
Intimate partner violence hospitalizations in Appalachia
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Results
Between 2007 and 2011, there were 7,385 IPV-related hospitalizations (2,645 Appalachian,
4,740 non-Appalachian). No statistically significant differences were found between the Appa-
lachian and non-Appalachian counties with regard to sex, hospitalization admission day,
length of stay, and in-hospital mortality (Table 1). Appalachian patients hospitalized for IPV
were slightly older than those in non-Appalachian counties (53.4 years [range = 18–107] vs.
52.3 years [range = 18–104]; p = 0.04). Compared to the non-Appalachian region, individuals
hospitalized in Appalachia were more likely to identify as White whereas hospitalized individ-
uals in the non-Appalachian region were more likely to identify as Black or Hispanic. Almost
two-thirds of patients hospitalized for IPV in Appalachia lived in communities with the lowest
annual median income quartile ($38,999) compared with 35% of patients in non-Appala-
chian counties. Almost 15% of non-Appalachian IPV-related hospitalizations involved patients
from neighborhoods in the wealthiest income quartile (>$64,000/year) versus 3% of Appala-
chian hospitalizations. A greater proportion of Appalachian patients utilized Medicare or
Medicaid as their primary payer, while those in non-Appalachian counties were more likely to
pay for their healthcare through private insurance.
Hospitalization rates
The IPV-related hospitalization rate was 14% higher in Appalachian counties compared to
non-Appalachian counties (3.09 per 100,000 versus 2.71 per 100,000, respectively). After
adjustment for age and rurality, Appalachian counties had a 22% higher rate of hospitalization
related to IPV compared to non-Appalachian counties (RR: 1.22, 95% CI: 1.14–1.31) (Table 2).
The top 15 most frequent diagnoses and procedures associated with IPV-related hospitali-
zations stratified by Appalachian and non-Appalachian counties are found in Tables 3 and 4.
Mood disorders were a top diagnosis in both groups, but were twice as prevalent in Appalachia
(20.2% vs. 10.0%). Substance use disorders and poisonings, urinary tract infections and preg-
nancy-related issues were also observed in both Appalachian and non-Appalachian counties;
however, intracranial and internal injuries were among the top 15 diagnoses in non-Appala-
chian counties, only. Alcohol and drug rehabilitation/detoxification was the most common
primary procedure indicated in both Appalachian and non-Appalachian regions, but occurred
at a higher frequency within Appalachia (16.5% vs. 7.2%). Intubation, ventilation and blood
transfusions were also common procedures performed for patients admitted to the hospital for
IPV. Pregnancy-related procedures (delivery assistance, Cesarean section, fetal monitoring),
psychiatric and psychological evaluation/therapy and treatment for wounds and fractures were
also reported for patients in both regions.
Discussion
Socioeconomically disadvantaged and rural communities are considered health disparity
groups by the National Institutes of Health [36]. Some areas within the largely rural region of
Appalachia face considerable disadvantage and disparities related to mental health, chronic
disease, substance abuse and injury and available preventive services and treatment for these
conditions [14–20]. The current study adds to the literature by providing new information
about healthcare utilization and costs associated with IPV in Appalachia. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first study to examine IPV-related hospitalizations in Appalachia and
make comparisons with non-Appalachian counties. To successfully complete this analysis, it
was necessary to use the restricted, intramural State Inpatient Databases’ files at the Agency for
Healthcare Research and Quality due to variable restrictions on the publicly available data
files.
Intimate partner violence hospitalizations in Appalachia
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Table 1. Sociodemographic variables and hospitalization characteristicsa.
Appalachian Non-Appalachian
Variable (n = 2,645) (n = 4,740) p-value
n (%) n (%)
Age in years, Mean (SD) 53.4 (21.1) 52.3 (21.7) 0.04
Sex
Male 408 (15.4) 737 (15.6)
Female 2237 (84.6) 4003 (84.5) 0.89
Raceb
White 1713 (88.9) 2508 (60.9)
Black 162 (8.4) 815 (19.8)
Hispanic 26 (1.5) 469 (11.4)
Otherc 27 (1.4) 326 (7.9)
Missing 717 621 <0.001
Location of patient residence
Large Central Metro 115 (4.4) 2326 (49.1)
Large Fringe Metro 210 (7.9) 865 (18.3)
Medium Metro 768 (29.0) 639 (13.5)
Small Metro 455 (17.2) 275 (5.8)
Micropolitan 610 (23.1) 396 (8.4)
Non-core 487 (18.4) 239 (5.0) <0.001
Median income for patient zip coded
First quartile ($38,999) 1550 (60.6) 1594 (35.0)
Second quartile ($39,000-$47,999) 679 (26.6) 1328 (29.1)
Third quartile ($48,000-$63,999) 252 (9.9) 968 (21.2)
Fourth quartile ($64,000) 76 (3.0) 668 (14.7)
Missing 88 182 <0.001
Primary Payer
Medicare 1211 (46.2) 1899 (40.2)
Medicaid 756 (28.8) 1224 (25.9)
Private insurance 350 (13.3) 807 (17.1)
Self-pay 230 (8.8) 488 (10.3)
No charge 13 (0.5) 36 (0.8)
Other 63 (2.4) 273 (5.8) <0.001
Admission Day
Monday–Friday 1990 (75.2) 3492 (73.7)
Saturday–Sunday 655 (24.8) 1248 (26.3) 0.14
Year of Hospitalization
2007 317 (12.0) 828 (17.5)
2008 710 (26.8) 940 (19.8)
2009 575 (21.7) 889 (18.8)
2010 495 (18.7) 1056 (22.3)
2011 548 (20.7) 1027 (21.7) <0.001
In-hospital mortality
Yes 65 (2.5) 104 (2.2)
No 2579 (97.5) 4625 (97.8) 0.48
Missing 1 11
Length of stay in days, Mean (SD) 6.2 (10.5) 6.5 (12.2) 0.32
(Continued)
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Our primary finding was that Appalachian counties had a significantly higher rate of IPV-
related hospitalizations compared to a sample of non-Appalachian counties. The explanation
for the difference between the two regions is likely multifactorial, though characteristics associ-
ated with rurality may partially account for the findings. While previous research has shown
rates of IPV to be roughly equivalent in urban and rural areas [5], some studies have demon-
strated individuals living in inner-city urban areas to be at increased risk for IPV and IPV-
related health consequences [4],[37–40]. While Appalachia is twice as rural as the non-Appala-
chian US, over half of the region is comprised of suburban or urban areas. In the current
study, the highest rates of IPV-related hospitalizations were found in rural Appalachian coun-
ties. Thus, it is plausible that rural areas within Appalachia are inherently different from the
suburban and urban locales within the region (non-rural Appalachia) as well as other rural,
non-Appalachian areas of the US. This highlights the importance of examining the urban-
rural continuum regionally versus solely at state or national levels. Edwards’ recent critical
review of the IPV literature found rural IPV to be more chronic and severe and result in worse
physical and psychosocial health outcomes for individuals who have experienced violence [5],
and Logan and colleagues found that perpetrators of IPV in rural areas are more likely to use
knives or guns—injuries which may necessitate hospitalization [7]. Additionally, rural locales
have fewer IPV services and IPV-exposed individuals in rural areas report less help seeking
behaviors and more difficulty accessing medical care [5]. Further, compared with the rest of
the US, Appalachian counties report higher aggregate healthcare costs and more disparities in
access to care [41]. Thus, the higher IPV-related hospitalization rate in Appalachia might not
Table 1. (Continued)
Appalachian Non-Appalachian
Variable (n = 2,645) (n = 4,740) p-value
n (%) n (%)
Hospital charge, Mean $19,866 $30,995 < .0001
aNumbers may not add to 100% due to rounding.
bSome states in the State Inpatient Databases do not report race/ethnicity of discharges.
cOther includes Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American, Other race.
dEstimated median annual household income of residents in the patient’s ZIP Code.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184222.t001
Table 2. IPV-related hospitalizations for Appalachia and non-Appalachian counties in the US, 2007–2011.
Appalachia Non-Appalachian US
Number Rate/100,000 Number Rate/100,000 Rate Ratio Adjusted Rate Ratio
(95% CI) (95% CI)
Total 2,645 3.09 4,740 2.71 1.14 (1.09–1.20) 1.22 (1.14–1.31)
Age
18–34 604 2.56 1237 2.24 1.14 (1.04–1.26) 1.24 (1.08–1.41)
35–64 1147 2.53 1993 2.20 1.15 (1.07–1.24) 1.19 (1.08–1.32)
65+ 894 5.34 1510 5.18 1.03 (0.95–1.12) 1.23 (1.10–1.37)
Rurality†
Rural 1,026 3.27 565 2.60 1.26 (1.13–1.39) 1.26 (1.12–1.41)±
Urban 1,619 2.98 4,175 2.72 1.09 (1.03–1.16) 1.17 (1.08–1.26)
†Based on Urban Influence Codes.
±Poisson regression with Pearson scaling factor.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184222.t002
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be a function of a higher prevalence of IPV, but instead may reflect overutilization of emer-
gency or inpatient services due to shortages in preventive and IPV-specific services in the med-
ically underserved region. Because IPV frequency and severity increases over time, individuals
without adequate means to address IPV might remain in situations of escalating abuse that
Table 3. Top fifteen comorbid diagnoses for IPV-related hospitalizations in Appalachia and non-Appalachian counties in the US, 2007–2011.
Rank Appalachia Non-Appalachian US
Diagnosis category n (%) Diagnosis category n (%)
1 Mood Disorders 533
(20.2)
Other injuries and conditions due to external causes 616
(13.0)
2 Other injuries and conditions due to external causes 233 (8.4) Mood Disorders 476
(10.0)
3 Septicemia (except in labor) 88 (3.3) Alcohol-related disorders 174 (3.7)
4 Urinary tract infections 81 (3.1) Other complications of pregnancy 168 (3.6)
5 Fluid and electrolyte disorders 69 (2.6) Septicemia (except in labor) 155 (3.7)
6 Schizophrenia and other psychotic disorders 67 (2.5) Urinary tract infections 149 (3.4)
7 Poisoning by other medications and drugs 63 (2.4) Intracranial injury 114 (2.4)
8 Pneumonia (except that caused by tuberculosis or sexually
transmitted disease)
58 (2.2) Poisoning by other medications and drugs 111 (2.3)
9 Poisoning by psychotropic agents 56 (2.2) Fluid and electrolyte disorders 98 (2.1)
10 Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease and bronchiectasis 53 (2.0) Acute and unspecified renal failure 97 (2.1)
11 Substance-related disorders 51 (1.9) Schizophrenia and other psychotic disorders 92 (1.9)
12 Delirium, dementia, and amnestic and other cognitive disorders 50 (1.9) Poisoning by psychotropic agents 85 (1.8)
13 Alcohol-related disorders 44 (1.7) Crushing injury or internal injury 80 (1.7)
14 Diabetes mellitus with complications 42 (1.6) Diabetes mellitus with complications 77 (1.6)
15 Other complications of pregnancy 42 (1.6) Delirium, dementia, and amnestic and other cognitive
disorders
68 (1.4)
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184222.t003
Table 4. Top fifteen primary procedures for IPV-related hospitalizations in Appalachia and non-Appalachian counties in the US, 2007–2011.
Rank Appalachia† Non-Appalachian US‡
Procedure category n (%) Procedure category n (%)
1 Alcohol and drug rehabilitation/detoxification 169 (16.5) Alcohol and drug rehabilitation/detoxification 152 (7.2)
2 Respiratory intubation and mechanical ventilation 82 (8.0) Respiratory intubation and mechanical ventilation 133 (6.3)
3 Blood transfusion 61 (6.0) Blood transfusion 97 (4.6)
4 Other vascular catheterization; not heart 54 (5.3) Other vascular catheterization; not heart 94 (4.5)
5 Upper gastrointestinal endoscopy; biopsy 34 (3.3) Other therapeutic procedures 80 (3.8)
6 Debridement of wound; infection or burn 33 (3.2) Other procedures to assist delivery 74 (3.5)
7 Indwelling catheter 32 (3.1) Suture of skin and subcutaneous tissue 67 (3.2)
8 Other procedures to assist delivery 32 (3.1) Upper gastrointestinal endoscopy; biopsy 63 (3.0)
9 Psychological and psychiatric evaluation and therapy 28 (2.7) Debridement of wound; infection or burn 58 (2.8)
10 Cesarean section 26 (2.5) Psychological and psychiatric evaluation and therapy 54 (2.8)
11 Incision of pleura; thoracentesis; chest drainage 23 (2.3) Computerized axial tomography (CT) scan head 53 (2.5)
12 Treatment; facial fracture or dislocation 18 (1.8) Cesarean section 47 (2.2)
13 Other therapeutic procedures 18 (1.8) Hemodialysis 42 (2.0)
14 Hemodialysis 17 (1.7) Fetal monitoring 35 (1.7)
15 Other non-OR therapeutic procedures on skin and breast 17 (1.7) Treatment; facial fracture or dislocation 33 (1.6)
† Out of 1,023 hospitalizations in which procedures were performed.
‡ Out of 2,098 hospitalizations in which procedures were performed.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184222.t004
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eventually require emergent inpatient care. This disparity in access to resources may be espe-
cially pronounced among Appalachian residents living in the most rural, isolated areas.
In addition to rurality, sociodemographic differences between the two regions may explain
Appalachia’s higher rate of IPV-related hospitalizations. Appalachian patients were older than
their non-Appalachian counterparts, were more likely to identify as White, and have public
versus private insurance. They were also more likely to reside in the poorest neighborhoods—
only 3% of Appalachian patients hospitalized for IPV lived in communities with the highest
income quartile of>$64,000 per year. These data are reflective of the Appalachian population
as a whole: residents of Appalachia are more racially homogenous (83% White) than the total
US population (63% White), significantly older (median age = 40 years vs. 37 years), and have
a higher proportion of residents aged 65 years and older (16% vs 13%). Appalachians are also
less likely to have at least a bachelor’s level of education (22% vs. 29%) and they have signifi-
cantly lower incomes than non-Appalachian residents. Moreover, the households with the
lowest incomes in Appalachia are found within the most rural counties [42]. In a recent study,
Edwards et al [43] found that rural communities with high poverty and low collective efficacy
(ie, social cohesion among community members and willingness to intervene for the common
good) [44] experienced the highest rates of IPV. Low income levels in particular have been
shown to be one of the strongest predictors of IPV, even after controlling for race/ethnicity
[45]. In addition, while many studies have found racial/ethnic minority populations dispro-
portionately experience IPV [40],[46–48] and are more likely to be hospitalized as a result
[28], less is known about IPV risk and outcomes among White populations living in poor, pre-
dominately White communities [49]. While large amounts of missing data on race/ethnicity
within the State Inpatient Databases precluded our ability to reliably control for race/ethnicity
in our regression analyses, examining IPV risk, healthcare utilization patterns, and health and
psychosocial outcomes across racial/ethnic groups in Appalachia is an important next step for
future research.
While it is not surprising that Appalachian patients were slightly older than non-Appala-
chian counterparts, the older age of patients in both regions contrasts with other studies that
have found younger (30) populations are at increased risk for IPV-related hospitalizations
[27]. However, Shafer et al reported that although most patients exposed to IPV who sought
emergency department services were between ages 20–29, those 50 years or older were more
frequently hospitalized [30]. This suggests that, while younger groups may be at increased risk
for IPV, older patients who have experienced IPV may be more likely to be hospitalized due to
comorbidities and other chronic conditions (eg, osteoporosis that contributes to more severe
fractures, anticoagulants that contribute to more extensive bleeding).
The top diagnoses shown in Table 3 mirror what has been reported in other studies of IPV-
related hospitalizations, wherein mental disorders, suicide attempts, traumatic injuries and
assault, drug addiction and poisonings, and pregnancy complications were listed as top diag-
noses among hospitalized patients [27],[28],[30]. There were notable differences in comorbid
diagnoses and procedures between Appalachian and non-Appalachian patients, however. Co-
morbidities related to substance use and mental health issues were more frequently observed
among Appalachian patients while non-Appalachian patients had more diagnoses and proce-
dures indicative of acute IPV-related injuries (eg, intracranial, crushing, and internal injuries,
sutures, CT scans). The high prevalence of comorbid diagnoses and procedures related to both
mental health and substance use disorders among Appalachian patients with hospitalizations
related to IPV is noteworthy, but not unexpected, as the co-occurrence of IPV, mental health
issues and substance use is well-established [24],[50–53]. Likewise, Appalachia faces significant
disparities related to mental health and substance use disorders, including epidemic rates of
prescription opioid and heroin use. Using state, sub-state, and county level data from 2000 to
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2005, Zhang found that Appalachian adults have a higher prevalence of mental health disor-
ders compared to the rest of the nation, specifically with regard to psychological distress and
major depressive disorder and that use rates of tobacco, prescription opiates, and psycho-
therapeutics (ie, pain relievers, tranquilizers, stimulants, sedatives) are higher in Appalachia
compared with the US, especially in coal mining communities [17]. Furthermore, while Appa-
lachians are admitted to treatment for the use of opiates and synthetic drugs at a higher rate
than in other regions of the US, there are fewer substance abuse treatment facilities that offer
outpatient detoxification in Appalachia when compared to facilities outside of the region and
more patients in Appalachia are admitted to community hospitals for mental health or sub-
stance abuse treatment via the emergency department, especially in coal mining areas and
counties with the greatest economic distress [17]. Together, these data may explain why, in the
current study, ‘Alcohol and drug rehabilitation/detoxification’ was the top procedure code
listed among patients with IPV-related hospitalizations in both regions, but was observed
much more frequently in Appalachian counties.
Urinary tract infections and pregnancy-related issues were prevalent in Appalachian and
non-Appalachian groups. Previous research has found women experiencing IPV are more
likely to be diagnosed with urinary tract infections [54],[55] and pregnancy may increase IPV
risk [56],[57], especially among women with lower socioeconomic status [58]. Lipsky and col-
leagues found women reporting IPV exposure were more likely to be hospitalized during preg-
nancy with diagnoses related to injuries, violence, pregnancy complications, substance abuse
and mental health issues [59].
Implications
Research. The higher rate of IPV-related hospitalizations in Appalachia, coupled with the
greater proportion of hospitalizations for patients with comorbid mental health and substance
use disorder diagnoses, underscores the need to study the complex interplay between IPV,
mental health issues, and substance use among individuals living in Appalachia. In particular,
more research is needed to explore the relationship between macro-level (e.g., social, eco-
nomic, cultural) and individual (e.g., personal, behavioral, physiological) factors, IPV rates
and medical care/healthcare utilization in Appalachian communities.
Because these data may represent the most severe forms of IPV that required hospitaliza-
tion, it is likely that such hospitalizations are only the tip of the epidemiologic iceberg [60] for
the problem of IPV in Appalachia. However, it is difficult to obtain accurate estimates of IPV
and related hospitalizations in Appalachia using current data. National, statewide, and local
surveillance data are often limited in detecting differences across geographic domains and in
providing comprehensive information about high-risk subgroups [61]. Where possible, data
sources from healthcare and other sectors should include county-level data to promote the cal-
culation of more accurate IPV estimates across geographic regions. Furthermore, the lack of a
gold standard for identifying IPV in healthcare settings and underuse of IPV-specific diagnosis
codes (and perpetrator e-codes in particular) complicate valid and reliable examinations of
IPV-related healthcare costs and utilization patterns. Researchers are often faced with the deci-
sion to examine a small number of codes with high specificity for identifying IPV, recognizing
that this results in a vast underestimate of the issue due to underuse of IPV-specific diagnosis
codes. Casting a wider net by examining a broader range of codes that are less specific, but
more sensitive, in identifying true cases of IPV, increases the risk for capturing false positives.
This trade-off is a noted limitation in IPV research, generally, and partially explains the signifi-
cant variation in IPV estimates among different target populations and across different settings
[33]. Uniform definitions and consistent coding for IPV among healthcare professionals,
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billers, and payers, are necessary to maximize the utility of using health systems data for IPV
surveillance [30].
Policy. Our results point to the need for greater emphasis on prevention and intervention
programs for IPV in Appalachia and other rural, underserved areas. Areas with limited health
and social resources in particular may benefit from community collaboration and coordinated
response to conserve resources, leverage local capabilities, and prevent the duplication of
efforts to address IPV. Increased communication and cross-trainings for those involved with
IPV in various sectors (eg, healthcare, criminal justice, policymakers, payers, advocacy), as
well as increased resources and funding for these efforts is vital for comprehensive service
provision.
Practice. Clinically, these findings highlight the complex nature of treating IPV and asso-
ciated consequences in a healthcare system already facing resource shortages and time con-
straints. Screening for IPV has been recommended for patients presenting to healthcare
settings [62], especially for those admitted to the hospital with traumatic injuries [63], but link-
ages with appropriate IPV-related services are needed for screening to have a positive impact.
Furthermore, due to the frequent co-occurrence of psychiatric and substance use conditions,
hospitalized patients who have experienced IPV in Appalachia may require a higher level of
post discharge care after returning home from the hospital, including access to substance use
and mental health treatment resources. Integrated treatment strategies that address both physi-
cal and mental health conditions for patients hospitalized for IPV should be considered to pre-
vent re-hospitalization and recurrence of IPV. Appalachian healthcare providers should be
knowledgeable of available community resources including social work services to assist with
case management and linkage to social services and substance abuse treatment and counseling.
While this continuity of care is critical, it may be challenging given the limited resources pres-
ent in many Appalachian communities. New initiatives such as establishing patient-centered
medical homes that provide comprehensive care using diverse healthcare teams, telemedicine,
and use of patient navigators to meet the needs of underserved patients hold significant prom-
ise for improving access to healthcare and ancillary services in rural Appalachia [64],[65].
These system-level transformations, if successful, will also increase the likelihood that individ-
uals experiencing IPV will come into contact with the healthcare system, improving their
chances to receive support and intervention.
Limitations
The results of this study should be interpreted in light of several limitations. While we chose
codes to characterize IPV-related hospitalizations based on previous research, these codes have
the potential to capture abuse between adults that are not in intimate relationships (eg, “adult
maltreatment not otherwise specified”). This might lead to non-IPV cases being included in our
sample, resulting in an overestimation of hospitalizations related specifically to violence
between intimate partners. However, this bias would be equally present in both Appalachian
and non-Appalachian hospitalizations, given that we used the same codes for each region in our
comparisons. Furthermore, it is likely that the true number of IPV-related hospitalizations is
greater than what is reported here due to underutilization of billing codes related to violence
and injury within medical record data. This underestimation may be exacerbated in Appala-
chian or rural counties, as these groups may be underrepresented in healthcare data [66]. Reluc-
tance to disclose IPV due to social stigma and fear of increased perpetration may be exacerbated
in rural areas with tight knit social networks [3],[5]. Furthermore, because Alabama is one of
two states that does not contribute to the SID, we were not able to include data from the 27
Appalachian counties in Alabama, which accounts for 9% of Appalachia. North Dakota was
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also excluded from our sampling frame of non-Appalachian counties because they did not con-
tribute at least two years of data during the study period. Nevertheless, to our knowledge, this is
the most comprehensive examination of IPV in the Appalachian region. Additionally, the unit
of analysis in the State Inpatient Databases is the individual hospitalization. Thus, it is possible
that patients may be counted more than once if they have repeated hospitalizations within a cal-
endar year. We were also not able to control for race/ethnicity due to missing data. Lastly, due
to data limitations, we were unable to explore specific characteristics of IPV-related hospitaliza-
tions, especially whether the hospitalized patient was a victim or survivor of violence, a perpe-
trator, or if the violence was bidirectional. Therefore, given that perpetrators are also seen in
inpatient settings [29], it is possible that some of our hospitalizations included patients other
than those who were solely IPV victims or survivors.
Conclusions
Hospitalizations for IPV were disproportionately higher in Appalachian counties in the US,
suggesting a possible health disparity issue. Exploring potential disparities in healthcare utiliza-
tion and costs associated with IPV in the Appalachian region is critical for the development of
future interventions and prevention programs to effectively target the needs of this population.
Other public health problems that disproportionately affect Appalachian communities (eg,
cancer, obesity, prescription opioid abuse) have received federal and local attention and
increased funding. Funding is needed for future research to examine the unique contextual
factors that contribute to IPV in Appalachian communities, and the potential relationship
between IPV and other health disparities in the region.
Supporting information
S1 Table. Table of diagnostic codes. This table contains the list of diagnostic codes used to
identify IPV-related hospitalizations.
(DOCX)
Acknowledgments
We would like to sincerely thank Rick Jordan at the Agency for Healthcare Research and Qual-
ity for his invaluable assistance with SAS programming and database support. The authors
would also like to thank the State data organizations that participated in the Healthcare Cost
and Utilization Project (HCUP) contributing data used in this study: Alaska State Hospital
and Nursing Home Association; Arizona Department of Health Services; Arkansas Depart-
ment of Health; California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development; Colorado
Hospital Association; Connecticut Hospital Association; District of Columbia Hospital Associ-
ation; Florida Agency for Health Care Administration; Georgia Hospital Association; Hawaii
Health Information; Corporation; Illinois Department of Public Health; Indiana Hospital
Association; Iowa Hospital Association; Kansas Hospital Association; Kentucky Cabinet for
Health and Family Services; Louisiana Department of Health and Hospitals; Maine Health
Data Organization; Maryland Health Services Cost Review Commission; Massachusetts Cen-
ter for Health Information and Analysis; Michigan Health & Hospital Association; Minnesota
Hospital Association (provides data for Minnesota and North Dakota hospitals); Mississippi
Department of Health; Missouri Hospital Industry Data Institute; Montana MHA—An Asso-
ciation of Montana Health Care Providers; Nebraska Hospital Association; Nevada Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services; New Hampshire Department of Health & Human
Services; New Jersey Department of Health; New Mexico Department of Health; New York
Intimate partner violence hospitalizations in Appalachia
PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184222 September 8, 2017 13 / 17
State Department of Health; North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services;
North Dakota (data provided by the Minnesota Hospital Association); Ohio Hospital Asso-
ciation; Oklahoma State Department of Health; Oregon Office of Health Analytics; Oregon
Association of Hospitals and Health Systems; Pennsylvania Health Care Cost Containment
Council; Rhode Island Department of Health; South Carolina Revenue and Fiscal Affairs
Office; South Dakota Association of Healthcare; organizations; Tennessee Hospital Associa-
tion; Texas Department of State Health Services; Utah Department of Health; Vermont Associ-
ation of Hospitals and Health Systems; Virginia Health Information; Washington State
Department of Health; West Virginia Health Care Authority; Wisconsin Department of
Health Services; Wyoming Hospital Association.
Author Contributions
Conceptualization: Danielle M. Davidov, Stephen M. Davis, Kelly K. Gurka.
Data curation: Danielle M. Davidov, Stephen M. Davis, Motao Zhu, Carol Stocks.
Formal analysis: Stephen M. Davis, Motao Zhu, Carol Stocks.
Funding acquisition: Danielle M. Davidov, Stephen M. Davis, Tracie O. Afifi, Melissa Kimber,
Abby L. Goldstein, Nicole Pitre, Kelly K. Gurka.
Investigation: Danielle M. Davidov, Carol Stocks.
Methodology: Danielle M. Davidov, Stephen M. Davis, Motao Zhu, Tracie O. Afifi, Melissa
Kimber, Abby L. Goldstein, Kelly K. Gurka.
Project administration: Danielle M. Davidov.
Resources: Danielle M. Davidov, Motao Zhu, Carol Stocks.
Software: Stephen M. Davis, Motao Zhu, Carol Stocks.
Supervision: Danielle M. Davidov, Motao Zhu, Tracie O. Afifi, Kelly K. Gurka, Carol Stocks.
Validation: Danielle M. Davidov, Stephen M. Davis.
Writing – original draft: Danielle M. Davidov, Stephen M. Davis, Motao Zhu, Tracie O. Afifi,
Melissa Kimber, Abby L. Goldstein, Nicole Pitre, Kelly K. Gurka, Carol Stocks.
Writing – review & editing: Danielle M. Davidov, Stephen M. Davis, Motao Zhu, Tracie O.
Afifi, Melissa Kimber, Abby L. Goldstein, Nicole Pitre, Kelly K. Gurka, Carol Stocks.
References
1. Breiding MJ, Basile KC, Smith SG, Black MC, Mahendra RR. Intimate partner violence surveillance:
Uniform definitions and recommended data elements, version 2.0. Atlanta (GA): National Center for
Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2015.
2. Smith SG, Chen J, Basile KC, Gilbert LK, Merrick MT, Patel N, et al. The National Intimate Partner and
Sexual Violence Survey (NISVS): 2010–2012 State Report. Atlanta, GA: National Center for Injury Pre-
vention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2017.
3. Breiding MJ, Ziembroski JS, Black MC. Prevalence of rural intimate partner violence in 16 US states,
2005. J Rural Health 2009; 25: 240–6. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-0361.2009.00225.x PMID:
19566608
4. Kramer A, Darcy L, George M. Prevalence of intimate partner violence and health implications for
women using emergency departments and primary care clinics. Women Health Iss 2004; 14: 19–29.
5. Edwards KM. Intimate partner violence and the rural-urban-suburban divide: myth or reality? A critical
review of the literature. Trauma Violence Abuse 2015; 16(3): 359–373. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1524838014557289 PMID: 25477015
Intimate partner violence hospitalizations in Appalachia
PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184222 September 8, 2017 14 / 17
6. Peek-Asa C, Wallis A, Harland K, Beyer K, Dickey P, Saftlas A. Rural disparity in domestic violence
prevalence and access to resources. J Women’s Health 2011; 20(11): 1743–1749.
7. Logan TK, Walker R, Cole J, Ratliff S, Leukefeld C. Qualitative differences among rural and urban inti-
mate violence victimization experiences and consequences: A pilot study. J Fam Violence 2003; 18(2):
83–92.
8. Gallup-Black A. Twenty years of rural and urban trends in family and intimate partner homicide: Does
place matter. Homicide Stud 2005; 9:149−173.
9. Seiling S, Kim E, Geistfeld L. The disenfranchised poor: Rural low-income women’s health care deci-
sions. Consumer Interests Annual 2003; 49.
10. Shannon L, Logan TK, Cole J, Medley K. Help-seeking and coping strategies for intimate partner vio-
lence in rural and urban women. Violence Vict 2006; 21(2): 167–181. PMID: 16642737
11. Bushy A. Health issues of women in rural environments: an overview. JAMWA 1998; 53(2): 53–56.
PMID: 9595896
12. Appalachian Regional Commission. Available from: http://www.arc.gov/appalachian_region/
TheAppalachianRegion.asp
13. Behringer B, Friedell GH. Appalachia: where place matters in health. Prev Chronic Dis 2006; 3(4): 1–4.
14. Halverson JA, Ma L, Harner EJ. An analysis of disparities in health status and access to health care in
the Appalachian region. Appalachian Regional Commission, Washington, DC, 2004.
15. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) Cancer death rates—Appalachia, 1994–1998. Morb
Mortal Wkly Rep 2002; 51(24): 527–9.
16. Halverson JA, Barnett E, Casper M. Geographic disparities in heart disease and stroke mortality among
black and white populations in the Appalachian region. Ethn Dis 2002; 12(4): S3-82–91.
17. Zhang Z, Infante A, Meit M, English N. An analysis of mental health and substance abuse disparities
and access to treatment services in the Appalachian region. 2008. Available from: http://www.norc.org/
PDFs/Walsh%20Center/AnalysisofMentalHealthandSubstanceAbuseDisparitiesFinalReport.pdf
18. Paulozzi LJ, Jones C, Mack K, Rudd R. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). Vital signs:
overdoses of prescription opioid pain relievers—United States, 1999–2008. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly
Rep 2011; 60(43): 1487–1492. PMID: 22048730
19. Zhu M, Zhao S, Gurka KK, Kandati S, Coben J. Appalachian versus non-Appalachian US traffic fatali-
ties, 2008–2010. Ann Epidemiol 2013; 23(6): 377–380. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annepidem.2013.04.
001 PMID: 23619016
20. Hendryx M. Mental health professional shortage areas in rural Appalachia. J Rural Health 2008; 24(2):
179–182. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-0361.2008.00155.x PMID: 18397453
21. Campbell JC. Health consequences of intimate partner violence. Lancet 2002; 359(9314): 1331–6.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(02)08336-8 PMID: 11965295
22. Koss MP, Heslet L. Somatic consequences of violence against women. Arch Fam Med 1992; 1: 53–59.
PMID: 1341588
23. Bonomi AE, Anderson ML, Rivara FP, Thompson RS. Health care utilization and costs associated with
physical and nonphysical-only intimate partner violence. Health Serv Res 2009; 44(3): 1052–67. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6773.2009.00955.x PMID: 19674432
24. Afifi TO, MacMillan H, Cox BJ, Asmundson GJ, Stein MB. Mental health correlates of intimate partner
violence in marital relationships in a nationally representative sample of males and females. J Interpers
Violence 2009; 24(8): 1398–417. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260508322192 PMID: 18718882
25. Kothari RU, Kothari C, DeBoer M, Koestner A, Rohs M. Inpatient hospitalization and intimate partner
violence: Who are we treating? J Trauma Acute Care Surg 2014; 77(1): 129–36. https://doi.org/10.
1097/TA.0000000000000269 PMID: 24977767
26. Btoush R, Campbell JC, Gebbie KM. Visits coded as intimate partner violence in emergency depart-
ments: characteristics of the individuals and the system as reported in a national survey of emergency
departments. J Emerg Nurs 2008; 34(5): 419–27. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jen.2007.10.015 PMID:
18804715
27. Rudman WJ, Davey D. Identifying domestic violence within inpatient hospital admissions using medical
records. Women Health 2000; 30(4): 1–3. https://doi.org/10.1300/J013v30n04_01 PMID: 10983606
28. Kernic MA, Wolf ME, Holt VL. Rates and relative risk of hospital admission among women in violent inti-
mate partner relationships. Am J Public Health 2000; 90(9): 1416. PMID: 10983199
29. Kothari CL, Rohs T, Davidson S, Kothari RU, Klein C, Koestner A, et al. Emergency department visits
and injury hospitalizations for female and male victims and perpetrators of intimate partner violence.
Adv Emerg Med 2015; 22.
Intimate partner violence hospitalizations in Appalachia
PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184222 September 8, 2017 15 / 17
30. Schafer SD, Drach LL, Hedberg K, Kohn MA. Using diagnostic codes to screen for intimate partner vio-
lence in Oregon emergency departments and hospitals. Public Health Rep 2008; 123(5): 628. https://
doi.org/10.1177/003335490812300513 PMID: 18828418
31. Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). March 2016. Agency for Healthcare Research and
Quality, Rockville, MD. Available from: www.hcup-us.ahrq.gov/overview.jsp
32. HCUP Databases. Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). January 2016. Agency for Health-
care Research and Quality, Rockville, MD. Available from: www.hcup-us.ahrq.gov/sidoverview.jsp
33. Btoush R, Campbell JC, Gebbie KM. Care provided in visits coded for intimate partner violence in a
national survey of emergency departments. Women Health Iss 2009; 19(4): 253–62.
34. Appalachian Regional Commission. About ARC. Available from: http://www.arc.gov/appalachian_
region/TheAppalachianRegion.asp
35. HCUP Clinical Classifications Software (CCS) for ICD-9-CM. Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project
(HCUP). 2015. Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality, Rockville, MD. Avalaible from: www.hcup-
us.ahrq.gov/toolssoftware/ccs/ccs.jsp
36. United States Census Bureau. Population and Housing Unit Estimates. Washington DC: United States
Department of Commerce, 2016. Available from: http://www.census.gov/popest/estimates.html
37. Thomson GE, Mitchell F, Williams M. Examining the health disparities research plan of the National
Institutes of Health: unfinished business. National Academies Press 2006.
38. Abbot J, Johnson R, Koziol-McLain J, Lowenstein S. Domestic violence against women: incidence and
prevalence in emergency department populations. JAMA 1995; 273: 1763–1767. PMID: 7769770
39. Roberts GL, O’Toole BI, Raphael B, Lawrence JM, Ashby R. Prevalence study of domestic violence vic-
tims in an emergency department. Ann Emer Med 1996; 27: 747–753.
40. El-Bassel N, Gilbert L, Witte S, Wu E, Gaeta T, Schilling R, et al. Intimate partner violence and sub-
stance abuse among minority women receiving care from an inner-city emergency department. Women
Health Iss 2003; 13(1): 16–22.
41. Lane N, Konrad R, Ricketts T. Health care costs and access disparities in appalachia. Appalachia
Regional Commission, Washington, DC. 2012. Available from: http://www.arc.gov/assets/research_
reports/healthcarecostsandaccessdisparitiesinappalachia.pdf
42. The Appalachian Region: A data overview from the 2010–2014 American Community Survey. Available
from: http://www.arc.gov/assets/research_reports/DataOverviewfrom2010to2014ACS.pdf
43. Edwards KM, Mattingly MJ, Dixon KJ, Banyard VL. Community matters: Intimate partner violence
among rural young adults. Am J Commun Pyschol 2014; 53(1–2): 198–207.
44. Morenoff JD, Sampson RJ. Violent crime and the spatial dynamics of neighborhood transition: Chicago,
1970–1990. Social Forces 1997; 76: 31–64.
45. Capaldi DM, Knoble NB, Shortt JW, Kim HK. A systematic review of risk factors for intimate partner vio-
lence. Partner Abuse 2012; 3(2): 231–80. https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.3.2.231 PMID: 22754606
46. Breiding MJ, Black MC, Ryan GW. Prevalence and Risk Factors of Intimate Partner Violence in eigh-
teen US states/territories, 2005. Am J Prev Med 2008; 34(2): 112–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.
2007.10.001 PMID: 18201640
47. Malcoe LH, Duran BM, Montgomery JM. Socioeconomic disparities in intimate partner violence against
Native American women: a cross-sectional study. BMC Med 2004; 2(20).
48. Kelly U. Intimate partner violence, physical health, posttraumatic stress disorder, depression, and qual-
ity of life in Latinas. West J Emerg Med 2010; 11(3): 247–251. PMID: 20882144
49. Wallis AB, Winch PJ, O’Campo PJ. “This is not a well place”: Neighborhood and stress in Pigtown.
Health Care Women Int 2010; 31(2): 113–30. https://doi.org/10.1080/07399330903042815 PMID:
20390641
50. Coker AL, Smith PH, McKeown RE, King MJ. Frequency and correlates of intimate partner violence by
type: physical, sexual, and psychological battering. Am J Public Health 2000; 90(4): 553. PMID:
10754969
51. Bennett L, Bland P. Substance abuse and intimate partner violence. Harrisburg, PA: VAWnet 2008;16:
2009.
52. El-Bassel N, Gilbert L, Wu E, Go H, Hill J. Relationship between drug abuse and intimate partner vio-
lence: a longitudinal study among women receiving methadone. Am J Public Health 2005; 95(3): 465–
70. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2003.023200 PMID: 15727978
53. Bonomi AE, Thompson RS, Anderson M, Reid RJ, Carrell D, Dimer JA, et al. Intimate partner violence
and women’s physical, mental, and social functioning. Am J Prev Med 2006; 30(6): 458–66. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.amepre.2006.01.015 PMID: 16704938
Intimate partner violence hospitalizations in Appalachia
PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184222 September 8, 2017 16 / 17
54. Campbell J, Jones AS, Dienemann J, Kub J, Schollenberger, O’Campo P, et al. Intimate partner vio-
lence and physical health consequences. Arch Int Med 2002; 162(10): 1157–63.
55. Coker AL, Smith PH, Bethea L, King MR, McKeown RE. Physical health consequences of physical and
psychological intimate partner violence. Arch Fam Med 2000; 9(5): 451. PMID: 10810951
56. Dunn LL, Oths KS. Prenatal predictors of intimate partner abuse. J Obstet Gynecol Neonatal Nurs
2004; 33: 54–63. PMID: 14971553
57. Coker AL, Sanderson M, Dong B. Partner violence during pregnancy and risk of adverse pregnancy out-
comes. Paediatr Perinatal Epidemiol 2004; 18: 260–269.
58. Bailey BA. Partner violence during pregnancy: prevalence, effects, screening, and management. Int J
Women Health 2010; 2: 183.
59. Lipsky S, Holt VL, Easterling TR, Critchlow CW. Police-reported intimate partner violence during preg-
nancy and the risk of antenatal hospitalization. Matern Child Health J 2004; 8(2): 55–63. PMID:
15198172
60. Last JM. The iceberg: ‘completing the clinical picture’ in general practice. Lancet 1963; 2: 28–31.
61. Gold M, Dodd AH, Neuman M. Availability of data to measure disparities in leading health indicators at
the state and local levels. J Public Health Manage Pract 2008; 14(6): S36–44.
62. Plichta SB. Interactions between victims of intimate partner violence against women and the health care
system policy and practice implications. Trauma Violence Abuse 2007; 8(2): 226–39. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1524838007301220 PMID: 17545576
63. Hink AB, Toschlog E, Waibel B, Bard M. Risks go beyond the violence: Association between intimate
partner violence, mental illness, and substance abuse among females admitted to a rural Level I trauma
center. J Trauma Acute Care Surg 2015; 79(5): 709–16. https://doi.org/10.1097/TA.
0000000000000856 PMID: 26496095
64. Defining the Patient-Centered Medical Home. March 2016. Agency for Healthcare Research and Qual-
ity, Rockville, MD. Available from: https://www.pcmh.ahrq.gov/page/defining-pcmh.
65. Transforming Care: Reporting on Health System Improvement. March 2017. The Commonwealth
Fund, New York, NY. Available from: http://www.commonwealthfund.org/publications/newsletters/
transforming-care/2017/march/in-focus
66. Mixer SJ, Fornehed ML, Varney J, Lindley LC. Culturally congruent end-of-life care for rural Appala-
chian people and their families. J Hosp Palliat Nurs 2014; 16(8): 526–535. https://doi.org/10.1097/NJH.
0000000000000114 PMID: 25544833
Intimate partner violence hospitalizations in Appalachia
PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184222 September 8, 2017 17 / 17
